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ERIC D. FREDERICKSEN
Interim State Appellate Public Defender
I.S.B. #6555
JENNY C. SWINFORD
Deputy State Appellate Public Defender
I.S.B. #9263
P.O. Box 2816
Boise, ID 83701
(208) 334-2712
IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF IDAHO
STATE OF IDAHO,

)
)
Plaintiff-Respondent,
)
)
v.
)
)
TAYLOR SMITH,
)
)
Defendant-Appellant.
)
___________________________)

NO. 43980
VALLEY COUNTY NO. CR 2015-3022
APPELLANT'S BRIEF

STATEMENT OF THE CASE
Nature of the Case
Taylor Smith pled guilty to aggravated battery and battery on a police officer. The
district court imposed an aggregate sentence of fifteen years, with seven years fixed.
Mr. Smith appeals, contending the district court abused its discretion by imposing an
excessive sentence.
Statement of Facts and Course of Proceedings
The State filed a Criminal Complaint alleging Mr. Smith committed the crimes of
aggravated battery, three counts of battery on a police officer, and obstructing or
resisting an officer. (R., pp.11–14.) According to the presentence investigation report,
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Mr. Smith got into a fight at a campground near Yellow Pine. (Presentence Investigation
Report (“PSI”),1 p.3.) The victim reported that Mr. Smith had a knife. (PSI, p.3.) Once
the police arrived, Mr. Smith resisted arrest and kicked the police. (PSI, p.3.) He was
intoxicated during this altercation. (PSI, pp.3, 4.) The State later amended the
Complaint to add a deadly weapon sentencing enhancement for the knife. (R., pp.18–
21.)
Mr. Smith waived a preliminary hearing, and the magistrate bound him over to
district court. (R., pp.25, 27–28.) The State filed an Information charging him with
aggravated battery, plus the sentencing enhancement, three counts of battery on a
police officer, and obstructing or resisting an officer. (R., pp.31–34.) Pursuant to a plea
agreement, Mr. Smith pled guilty to aggravated battery and one count of battery on a
police officer. (R., pp.40–42; Tr., p.9, L.25–p.10, L.19, p.20, L.2–p.23, L.24.) The State
agreed to dismiss the remaining charges and the sentencing enhancement. (R., pp.37–
39 (Amended Information).) The district court accepted Mr. Smith’s guilty plea.
(Tr., p.23, L.25–p.24, L.7.)
After a hearing, the district court imposed a sentence of fifteen years, with seven
years fixed, for aggravated battery, and five years fixed for battery on a police officer, to
be served concurrently. (Tr., p.64, L.13–p.65, L.6.) Mr. Smith filed a timely Notice of
Appeal from the district court’s Judgment of Conviction and Commitment.2 (R., pp.62–
65, 86–88.)

Citations to the PSI refer to the sixty-one page electronic document containing the PSI
and other confidential exhibits.
2 Mr. Smith filed a motion pursuant to Idaho Criminal Rule 35 for a reduction in his
sentence. (R., pp.67–68.) The district court denied the motion. (R., pp.70–71.) Mr. Smith
does not challenge the district court’s denial of his motion on appeal.
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ISSUE
Did the district court abuse its discretion when it imposed a unified aggregate sentence
of fifteen years, with seven years fixed, upon Mr. Smith, following his guilty plea to
aggravated battery and battery on a police officer?
ARGUMENT
The District Court Abused Its Discretion When It Imposed A Unified Aggregate
Sentence Of Fifteen Years, With Seven Years Fixed, Upon Mr. Smith, Following His
Guilty Plea To Aggravated Battery And Battery On A Police Officer
“It is well-established that ‘[w]here a sentence is within statutory limits, an
appellant has the burden of showing a clear abuse of discretion on the part of the court
imposing the sentence.’” State v. Pierce, 150 Idaho 1, 5 (2010) (quoting State v.
Jackson, 130 Idaho 293, 294 (1997) (alteration in original)). Here, Mr. Smith’s sentence
does not exceed the statutory maximums for aggravated battery and battery on a police
officer. See I.C. §§ 18-908, -915(3). Accordingly, to show that the sentence imposed
was unreasonable, Mr. Smith “must show that the sentence, in light of the governing
criteria, is excessive under any reasonable view of the facts.” State v. Strand, 137 Idaho
457, 460 (2002).
“‘Reasonableness’ of a sentence implies that a term of confinement should be
tailored to the purpose for which the sentence is imposed.” State v. Adamcik, 152 Idaho
445, 483 (2012) (quoting State v. Stevens, 146 Idaho 139, 148 (2008)).
In examining the reasonableness of a sentence, the Court conducts an
independent review of the entire record available to the trial court at
sentencing, focusing on the objectives of criminal punishment: (1)
protection of society; (2) deterrence of the individual and the public; (3)
possibility of rehabilitation; and (4) punishment or retribution for
wrongdoing.
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Stevens, 146 Idaho at 148. “A sentence is reasonable if it appears necessary to
accomplish the primary objective of protecting society and to achieve any or all of the
related goals of deterrence, rehabilitation, or retribution.” State v. Delling, 152 Idaho
122, 132 (2011).
Here, Mr. Smith asserts that the district court abused its discretion by imposing
an excessive sentence under any reasonable view of the facts. Specifically, he
contends that the district court should have sentenced him to a lesser term of
imprisonment in light of the mitigating factors, including his alcohol abuse, mental health
issues, acceptance of responsibility, and family support.
Mr. Smith’s past success in overcoming substance abuse and current struggle
with alcohol abuse are relevant mitigating factors. A sentencing court should give
“proper consideration of the defendant’s alcoholic problem, the part it played in causing
defendant to commit the crime and the suggested alternatives for treating the problem.”
State v. Nice, 103 Idaho 89, 91 (1982). The impact of substance abuse on the
defendant’s criminal conduct is “a proper consideration in mitigation of punishment upon
sentencing.” State v. Osborn, 102 Idaho 405, 414 n.5 (1981). Here, twenty-six year old
Mr. Smith began using marijuana at age twelve, cocaine at age fourteen, and ecstasy at
age seventeen. (PSI, pp.13–14.) He quit using these substances at age eighteen. (PSI,
pp.13–14.) He smoked methamphetamine daily in his early twenties, but he was able to
quit using methamphetamine as well. (PSI, pp.13–14; Psych. Eval., p.3.) Despite these
successes, Mr. Smith still struggled with alcohol abuse. (PSI, p.14.) Prior to the instant
offenses, Mr. Smith was sober for two months and living in California. (PSI, pp.10, 14,
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17.) Mr. Smith moved to Idaho,3 became depressed, and relapsed. (PSI, p.14.) He
regrets his decision to drink alcohol again, and he believes that the instant offenses
would not have occurred if he was not intoxicated. (PSI, pp.14–15) Mr. Smith’s goals
now are to maintain his sobriety and focus on his family. (PSI, pp.14–15.)
Mr. Smith also struggles with some serious mental health issues. He was
diagnosed at age seven with bipolar disorder, ADD, ADHD, and depression. (PSI, p.12.)
He was hospitalized six or seven times as a child for mental health treatment. (PSI,
p.12; Psych. Eval., p.2.) Mr. Smith believes that his traumatic childhood contributed to
his mental health issues. (Psych. Eval., p.2.) His father was an abusive alcoholic. (PSI,
p.10; Psych. Eval., p.2.) He explained that he would try to intervene when his father
abused his mother and sister, but his father would “throw him across the room.” (PSI,
p.10; Psych. Eval., p.2.) The court-ordered psychological evaluation concluded that
Mr. Smith has “serious antisocial and borderline personality disorders.” (Psych. Eval.,
p.10.) Although the evaluation’s prognosis for Mr. Smith was “certainly guarded,” the
evaluation concluded that Mr. Smith’s risk to the community could be reduced if he
remained drug- and alcohol-free, completed a cognitive-thinking program, and
maintained stable employment. (Psych. Eval., pp.10–11.)
In addition, Mr. Smith has expressed remorse and accepted responsibility for his
behavior. Acceptance of responsibility, remorse, and regret are all factors in favor of
mitigation. State v. Shideler, 103 Idaho 593, 595 (1982). During the presentence
investigation interview, Mr. Smith stated that he was glad no one got seriously hurt, and

Mr. Smith reported in the presentence investigation that he moved to Idaho to avoid
arrest in California for absconding from parole. (PSI, p.10.)
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he apologized for his actions. (PSI, pp.4, 15.) He also wrote a letter to the district court
acknowledging that his alcohol addiction negatively affected his and his family’s life.
(Def.’s Letter, filed Jan. 4, 2016.) Similarly, he told the district court at sentencing that
he regretted his decision to drink alcohol and would take the time in prison to focus on
his recovery. (Tr., p.58, Ls.14–22.) These statements of acceptance, remorse, and
regret stand in favor of mitigation.
Finally, Mr. Smith’s family support is a strong mitigating circumstance. Shideler,
103 Idaho at 594–95 (family support and good character as mitigation); see State v.
Ball, 149 Idaho 658, 663–64 (Ct. App. 2010) (district court considered family and friend
support as mitigating circumstance). Mr. Smith’s mother and sister live in Idaho. (PSI,
p.9.) He has a “good relationship” with his sister and is close with his mother. (PSI, p.9;
Psych. Eval., p.2.) His mother wrote a letter to the district court stating that his family in
Idaho “loves him and is here to support him.” (Letter from Sheila Smith, filed Jan. 4,
2016.) She explained that Mr. Smith “wants to work on his problems” and “join his
family.” (Letter from Sheila Smith, filed Jan. 4, 2016.) Mr. Smith’s aunt also wrote a
letter of support for sentencing. (Letter from Kristin Smith, filed Jan. 4, 2016.) She
believed that Mr. Smith would benefit from a rehabilitation program. (Letter from Kristin
Smith, filed Jan. 4, 2016.) She wrote that, “with the proper help to direct his energy,”
Mr. Smith “can do great things.” (Letter from Kristin Smith, filed Jan. 4, 2016.) In light of
his family support, as well as the other mitigating circumstances discussed above,
Mr. Smith submits that the district court abused its discretion by imposing an excessive
sentence.
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CONCLUSION
Mr. Smith respectfully requests that this Court reduce his sentence as it deems
appropriate. Alternatively, he requests that his case be remanded to the district court for
a new sentencing hearing.
DATED this 20th day of July, 2016.

__________/s/_______________
JENNY C. SWINFORD
Deputy State Appellate Public Defender
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